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In most Western countries, children and intergenerational bonds are still important sources of support for the elderly, but concern for the continuity of this support is widespread. Over the past two centuries, drastic changes have affected the nature and extent of family solidarity. In the absence of social security and institutions of social welfare, kin served as the most essential resource for economic assistance and security, but there has been a gradual weakening of kin interdependence. In the past, commitment to the survival and economic well-being of the family took priority over individual needs.  Anthropological studies suggest that kinship dues were traditionally the main source of family support (Sahlins, 1972). The instrumental orientation toward the family has gradually been replaced by a more individualistic and affective one and a greater emphasis on individual needs and personal happiness (Hareven, 1995). This has given rise to concern about the vitality of family bonds and intergenerational solidarity. Demographic changes have significantly added to this concern (Bengtson, 2001). Never before have the elderly lived so long and never before has the younger generation been relatively so small. The greater variety in family structure is also thought to have caused weaker traditional family patterns and values. International studies on cultural and other values show that greater individualization is accompanied by less family loyalty and identification (Inglehart, 1977; Popenoe, 1988).
	In addition to demographic trends, life course changes can impact family solidarity. Recent research in the Netherlands shows that the phase of childhood and adolescence has become longer in that societal responsibility is postponed and the period of dependence on societal transfers is prolonged (Liefbroer and Dykstra, 2000).  In adulthood the period of participation in paid labour has become shorter. In the Netherlands, the percentage of working people in the 55-64 age group has decreased from 35% in 1975 to 28.7% in 1998 (SCP, 1999). The phase of old age has become longer because of increased longevity. More and more old people will need care and support, though fewer people, especially women, will be available to provide them. At the same time, more young elderly people will be available to provide financial as well as care support for the younger generation. Both  these trends can affect family solidarity.
Family solidarity is also influenced by the wider social context of the welfare state and its social security and care arrangements. Since their introduction, Western welfare regimes have incorporated an implicit social contract between the generations based on intergenerational as well as intragenerational transfers of resources by means of taxation and social expenditure (Walker, 1996: Bengtson and Achenbaum, 1993). Public pensions and health and social care are the core of this social contract. There is a similar but informal social contract specifying care obligations and relations in the family. In the welfare state social contract as well as the implied contract between the generations in the family, the idea of reciprocity is quintessential. The welfare state has institutionalised and encouraged an expectation of reciprocity in its system of inter- and intragenerational transfers. Similarly, Bengtson et al. (1990, p. 255) argue that the contract between the generations in a family ‘calls for the parents to invest a major portion of their resources throughout their adult years in the rearing of children; in old age, the care-giving is expected to be reversed.’ Walker (1996) cites  the many ways this macrosocial contract interacts with the microsocial one among family members. The restructuring of Western welfare states since the 1970s has profoundly affected generational relations within families, particularly coupled with a rising life expectancy. Many Western welfare states have faced cuts in social expenditure, putting a greater burden on families to provide informal care. Inversely, gender-based care relations within families are in transition, which may affect welfare state social policy. The reduction of women’s availability as care-givers is a new reality that needs to be taken into account in social policy.
This chapter addresses family solidarity, conceived as solidarity within the network of family and close relatives, and the informal solidarity contract between family members. A distinction is drawn between two dimensions of intergenerational relations, one at the macrolevel of welfare state provisions related to family care and the other at the microlevel of informal care within the family itself. An interesting question is how the two levels interact with one another. Some empirical results on this interaction are presented. The theme is then positioned in the context of the scientific and societal debate about generations and their interrelations. Evidence is presented on concrete intergenerational solidarity in the form of care for the elderly by the younger generation and attitudes towards this care. Some of the darker sides of family solidarity are addressed as well: the not always positive experiences of care-givers and recipients and the selectivity of family solidarity. In the conclusion the balance is drawn.

Macrosocial and microsocial dimensions of family solidarity

Most welfare states are based on a silent contract between the generations, with the younger one contributing financially to the care needed by the older one (Walker 1996). By levying taxes and premiums and by means of social policy, the state provides the material and physical support required by the elderly if they are no longer able to earn a living or care for themselves properly. Compared to the United States and the southern European countries, western and northern European countries have a relatively generous system of pensions and additional partly subsidized state facilities for the elderly such as home care, district nursing, provisions at homes for the disabled and meals delivered at home. So it is not surprising that many old people in western and northern Europe prefer institutional, state care to lasting dependence on their children (de Jong-Gierveld and Van Solinge, 1995).
The microsocial and macrosocial dimensions of intergenerational relations are not completely separate. In fact they are interdependent in several ways. Certain features of welfare state social policy for the aged, in particular the ample and easy access to care arrangements, impact the care provided within families. For instance, cuts in state care for the elderly may cause people to turn more to informal care-givers, which means a larger workload for them. Changes in pension amounts can impact the financial and physical dependence of the aged on their family members. These trends are often the unintended side effects of state policy. Another way the state influences microsocial, intrafamilial care arrangements is via the social construction and organization of the traditional family, where women play an important role as informal care-givers. In many Western countries, the state is hesitant to interfere too directly with the caring potential of families, fearing as it does that an overly generous supply of state care will reduce the spontaneous care provided within families (Walker, 1996). A paradoxical effect can be detected here: the traditional family ideal is declining rapidly, but at the same time the principle of state non-intervention serves to reinforce traditional family relations.
But the influence also goes the other way around: micro-arrangements are reflected in macrosocial policy, or in the use that is made of macrosocial arrangements (Esping-Andersen, 1999). The nature and quality of relations between parents and their adult children impact the children’s willingness to provide care for their parents, and thus the extent to which formal care arrangements need to be called upon. The extent to which adult children and their parents have access to formal, state-based arrangements and facilities will also influence the balance between formal and informal care in a particular family. Financial resources and familiarity with the  formal routes to the necessary care and support are some obvious determinants of the access to public care arrangements, and therefore of the actual use that is made of public benefits. 
What then is the nature of the relation between the macrosocial and  microsocial contract between generations? The idea that a decrease in the care provided by the welfare state will lead to an increase in informal care has been propounded by politicians in periods of  structural change in European welfare states: family care as a substitute for state-based care. The substitution thesis may also work the other way around, and is often expressed as a fear: the more the state cares for its citizens, the less its citizens will care for each other. An alternative way to understand the macrosocial and microsocial dimensions of intergenerational relations is the complementarity thesis. It holds that higher levels of formal care go together with higher levels of informal care. 
Several empirical studies seem to corroborate this (Komter et al., 2000). The findings of the above-mentioned study by Dykstra and de Jong-Gierveld (1997) demonstrate that the most frequent users of informal resources also use formal resources the most. The main focus of the recent book by Arber and Attias-Donfut (2000) is the exchange between adult generations in a framework of the interaction between the public and private domains. They report a study by Künemund and Rein (1999) who used data from a large comparative survey of older people in four Western countries and Japan. The study shows that ‘the most important forms of family solidarity with regard to older people take place in those countries where social policies are generous to the welfare of older people’ (Arber and Attias-Donfut, 2000, p. 13). The notion that public aid reinforces private aid rather than replacing it is confirmed by these findings. Other research results reported by Attias-Donfut and Arber also show that the rise in public care in recent decades has not resulted in any reduction of informal care-giving by the family. These results are again confirmed in their own study on three-generational families in France based on a representative sample of multi-generational families. The authors conclude, ‘The complementarity of public and private forms of support has been shown for different categories of transfers. Whether these transfers are for financial help for young adults or care given to the eldest-generation members, the results are the same. In all cases, public benefits increase the recipients’ chances of an additional and complementary form of support from members of their family lineage’ (p. 65). In short, public transfers reshape and sustain family solidarity (see also Kohli, 1999).
In the next section we shift our attention from the macrosocial and microsocial dimensions of the generational contract to the nature of the contract itself.

The relations between generations

Relations between generations have traditionally been a source of great solidarity as well as fierce conflicts. Throughout history members of the younger generation have detested the older generation because of its old-fashioned ideas and beliefs, rigid attitudes and inability to keep pace with the times. The aged, in turn, were faced with a growing emotional distance from the younger generation. Prejudice always flourished in both directions: contemporary youths don’t read books any more, they are only interested in watching TV or playing computer games, they do not make any effort whatsoever and are materialistic and egocentric. And some of the reverse stereotypes: old people had better opportunities, they impede the mobility of the young on the labour market by keeping the better jobs occupied and they grow so old that they cause an enormous rise in health care costs, or will do so in the future. These common-sense notions certainly don’t give a satisfying answer to the question of whether there is a serious ‘generation problem’ today, as Karl Mannheim termed it in 1928, and if it exists, how it manifests itself.
An important preliminary question is:What exactly is a generation? Is a generation a historical concept, referring to a certain group of people of about the same age, who define themselves as being the founders of new values, cultural, political and social changes, like the Vietnam generation or the baby boomers? Does the concept merely indicate a macrosociological, demographic category based on the year of birth? Or do we mean the more microsociological categories of generations within the context of the family? 
The founding father of the generation theory, Karl Mannheim ( [1928] 1952) conceives of a generation as a group of contemporaries who share the feeling of belonging to a certain generation. This feeling arises as a consequence of shared experiences of particular social and historical events that have been formative for the course of their lives. It is a shared consciousness and not so much age that determines a generation. An example originating in the demographical approach but containing elements of the historical conception is Becker’s typology of generations. Becker (1992) conceives of a generation as an age cohort occupying a particular position in history, and exhibiting similarities at the individual level (life course, values, behaviour) as well as the structural level (magnitude, composition, culture and organization of the generation). The cohort conception of generations has not only been criticized for being static, it has an additional disadvantage, the ‘fallacy of cohort-centrism’ (White Riley, quoted in Bengtson and Achenbaum 1993): the tendency to assume that all the members of a cohort will age in the same way. 
Yet a different way to conceive of generations has been developed by Kohli (1996), who takes ‘welfare’ as his point of departure. Paid employment, contributions to the social security system and the extent to which benefits are received are the criteria he uses to distinguish ‘welfare generations’. These criteria are obviously related to the life course; as is noted above, significant changes occur in the life experiences of different groups of people at particular stages of their life. 
Rather than focusing on welfare, Attias-Donfut and Arber (2000) prefer to speak of a generation as indicating a particular order in the descent of individuals in a family (see also Bengtson, 1993). In their view there are ‘no such predetermined groups of generations, since they are determined by the relative position of individuals to their ascendants and descendants within the family’s genealogical axis. There is not necessarily a close identity between family generations and welfare generations’ (2000, p. 4). Nowadays, for example, it is quite common for parents and children to all be active on the labour market, and in many families there are two generations of retired family members. Although the status of people within family generations and welfare generations may overlap, in many cases the various generational identities do not coincide. 
	It is interesting to examine how such a dynamic concept of generations is reflected in the concrete practice of help exchange. The exchange of money, goods and services has traditionally been an important aspect of familial solidarity, in particular as expressed in solidarity between generations. Until the era of industrialisation the family was the main unit of production and individual survival depended on economic cooperation within the family. Today the economic exchange between family members is no longer a vital precondition for individual survival. Nevertheless, people’s well-being still depends largely on the exchange of goods and services with other people. A substantial part of this exchange still occurs within the family. In the past two decades, the family is believed to have lost much of its significance as ‘a haven in a heartless world’ (Lasch 1977). As a result of factors like women’s increased labour market participation, their greater economic independence, the liberalisation of norms and values and the rising divorce rate, the family is said to have lost much of its former cohesion and original significance. Is there any empirical support for these beliefs? The next section discusses some empirical research results on family solidarity.

Some empirical research results

Intergenerational solidarity: values and beliefs
What values do people share concerning intergenerational solidarity? Euro-barometer surveys on public beliefs about the elderly provide a good international overview (Walker, 1996). One question in these surveys concerns the extent to which the respondents agree with the statement that working people have to contribute to a decent living standard for the elderly by paying taxes or other financial contributions. The responses demonstrate a strikingly high level of solidarity; a strong agreement with the statement is noted among 60.1% of the Danes, 45.9% of the British, 45.7% of the Spanish, 42.4% of the Dutch, 41.2% of the Portuguese and 40.7% of the Irish. Somewhat lower percentages are noted in Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Belgium and Germany, with the lowest percentage of 25.9% noted in France (Walker, 1996). 
	In the Netherlands the Dutch Demographic Institute (NIDI) has investigated beliefs about assistance for the elderly who need care (Dykstra, 1998). A large majority, 93%, think the state has the prime responsibility to provide care for elderly people in need of physical or financial assistance. Another 65% are of the opinion that the elderly should first turn to the state if they are in need of care, and only afterwards to their children. Table 1 presents an overview of beliefs about solidarity on the part of the young towards the elderly. 

Table 1. Beliefs about solidarity of the young towards the elderly, 1997 (percentage ‘agree’)
	18-44	45-64	65-79
If retirement pension costs rise, the elderly should pay higher taxes	17	20	20
If health care costs keep rising, the elderly should pay their own share	66	49	40
If there are not enough jobs, elderly and young people should be equally entitled to them	81	77	72
If there are more elderly people in need of care, particularly the young should provide more care	59	56	67
Source: Dykstra (1998)

A minority of 18% think that in the event of rising pension costs, the elderly should start paying higher taxes; this belief is shared by younger and older age groups. However, younger people do think the elderly should assume some financial responsibility for the rising costs of health care. Dykstra notes the possibility that prejudice might play a role in the idea that the growing number of older people is a direct cause of the increased costs. This idea is not correct, since the higher costs of health care are due to the rising costs of personnel and new technologies and not by the increasing number of old people in need of care. 
When asked their opinion about being entitled to a job in times of economic scarcity, more of the younger than the older respondents think the young and the old should be equally entitled. A relatively large percentage of young people, 59%, are willing to assume some responsibility for elderly people who need care.

Concrete behaviour towards family
What people think or believe does not always correspond to how they actually behave. It is much easier to say you feel solidarity towards aged people than to actually behave according to that feeling. What picture arises if we examine the concrete care and support given to the elderly? How do care recipients experience that support and what motives underlie the behaviour of the caregivers?
	Figures of the 1994 European Community Household Panel show that adult children, particularly women, give a large share of the informal care the elderly receive (Dykstra, 1997). About 10% of all the European adults in the 35 -  64  age group provide unpaid care to members of older generations on a daily basis, i.e. about 14% of the women and 6% of the men. In the Netherlands about 13% of all the adult  women, in particular in the 45 - 54 age group, provide informal care for the elderly, and more than half of them spend more than four hours a day doing so. 
	Under what conditions can the elderly count on support being provided by their adult children? In a recent study, the Dutch Demographic Institute examined this question in a sample of 1,122 Dutch men and women between 55 and 89 who needed care. A distinction was drawn between informal and formal care, and people with and without a partner, whether or not they are officially married, as well as divorced or widowed people were included in the sample. The results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Sources of help for men and women above the age of 55 who have children and need daily practical help, according to marital history and present partner status (percentages)
	First marriage	Ever widowed	Ever divorced
	M               	F	M	F	M	F
With partner, receives informal care from:						
- partner	63             	63	54	--*	47	73
- other members of the household	5	5	3	--*	3	12
- children living outside the home	25	25	23	--*	0	15
- other family members	4	3	6	--*	3	0
receives formal care	18	26	20	--*	18	42
Without partner, receives informal care from:						
- members of the household	--*	--*	8	7	0	3
- children living outside the home	--*	--*	47	53	13	23
- other family members	--*	--*	6	11	0	10
receives formal care	--*	--*	54	50	50	46
*) Too few cases
Source: Gierveld and Dykstra (1998)

Elderly people with partners first receive help from their partners. With respect to intergenerational solidarity, it is interesting to observe that 15-20% of the elderly who still have a partner do receive help from their children. Children are apparently  the second source of help besides partners. Children are the first ones people without a partner rely on if they need help. This applies far more to people whose partner has died than to divorced people. Apparently, divorce has long-term consequences for the relations with children. It is far less automatic for the children of divorced parents to provide informal care and help than for children whose parents are still married. Of all the categories, divorced fathers receive the least support from their children. However, the children from a possible second marriage play a more important role in caring for their once divorced fathers than for their divorced mothers. As to the relation between informal and formal care, the authors conclude that people who do not receive much informal care don’t seem to request formal care more frequently (Dykstra and De Jong-Gierveld, 1997). On the contrary, the most frequent users of informal resources are also the largest users of formal resources.
	Several studies suggest a relation between social class and ideas about social class and intergenerational solidarity. Kulis (1992) notes certain images pertaining to solidarity and social class: lower-class people are often thought to mainly give each other practical and instrumental help, whereas the middle and higher classes are more apt to exchange emotional and financial support. In a large-scale survey, Kulis examines instrumental, economic and social help and notes that, contrary to the common belief, middle-class parents give their children more instrumental help than lower-class parents and this also applies to financial and social-emotional help. Dutch research on gift giving also shows evidence of a class-bound difference in gift giving patterns, which can be characterised as a ‘friends culture’ and a ‘family culture’. Well-educated people give more gifts to their friends, and less educated people mainly give gifts to their relatives. This is the case with all kinds of gifts, material and  nonmaterial, including care and help (Komter and Vollebergh, 1997). 


The darker sides of family solidarity

Experiences and motives of support givers and recipients 
What are the experiences of help and care recipients and what are the motives of  caregivers? An interesting finding is that a high level of intergenerational solidarity does not necessarily coincide with the psychological well-being of aged family members (Mutran and Reitzes, 1984), and in some cases even threatens it (Roberts and Bengtson, 1988). Under certain conditions such as financial pressures, high family solidarity can generate poor mental health due to excessive obligations and too much of a demand on one’s time and resources. In a small-scale qualitative study among elderly men and women in London, Gail Wilson (1993) found that intergenerational solidarity is not automatically experienced as something positive. Often, there is a lack of reciprocity (old age limits the ability to return help and care; see also Rossi and Rossi, 1990, who note similar results), causing feelings of dependency. Receiving and accepting help and care is not unproblematic in this case. Moreover, the care may be experienced as a form of control: Is the house kept clean enough? Does one eat regular meals? Younger people often experience the care they give their aged parents as a burden. Many aged respondents in Wilson’s study remark that when the young offer a lot of help, ‘love declines and duty takes over’ (1993, p. 639). Janet Finch notes in her book Family Obligations and Social Change (1989) that women’s motives for caring for their aged family members may be rooted in a form of ‘prescribed altruism’, a strongly felt obligation to demonstrate solidarity with aged family members. Inner norms like this kind of obligated intergenerational solidarity are, of course, strongly connected to the gendered division of labour and care still prevalent in our society. 
Various studies on aging and the family discuss the possible negative consequences of intergenerational solidarity (Mutran and Reitzes, 1984; Wilson, 1993), how the care-giver’s psychological well-being may be threatened (Ryff and Seltzer, 1995; 1996), or the impact stressful events may have on the quality of parent-child relations (Suitor et al., 1995). Family support can be troubled by conflictive aspects of relationships (House et al. 1988, Bengtson 2001). People may control their relatives or make demands, thus burdening the relationship. As Boszormenyi-Nagy and Spark  argue convincingly (1973), feelings of loyalty, solidarity and mutual trust are dependent on the silent bookkeeping of giving and receiving among family members. This silent bookkeeping may be transmitted from one generation to the next. Parents try to make up for shortcomings in their own upbringing by giving their children what they missed; children compensate for the imperfections they experienced. In reality, family ties are often a mixture of love and yearning for love, disappointment or anger, feelings of dependency and a desire for autonomy, in short, they are essentially ambivalent (Luescher and Pillemer, 1998). Troubled or ambivalent feelings underlying family ties may be an important cause of a later lack of solidarity, or solidarity of a type characterized by insincerity, insecurity and stress.
	In the Netherlands, Ali de Regt (1993) has noted a sense of obligation that many young people have  towards their parents. These feelings are often aroused when they visit their parents or helping them in the event of illness. As a result of their increased financial resources, parents now care for their children for much longer than in the past, when children went out to work at a much younger age. Former expectations that children will see to the physical and material well-being of their parents have become less compelling, but the new financial dependency of children may contribute to their sense of feeling obliged to their parents. Although affection can play a role in the relationship between parents and their young adult children, these feelings are not automatic and perhaps never were, and are often  mixed with forms of ‘prescribed altruism’. 
There are empirical indications of a gender difference in caring motives: daughters are thought to be more driven by altruistic motives, and sons by feelings of obligation, expectations concerning inheritance and the frequency of existing contacts (Dykstra and de Jong-Gierveld, 1997). More generally, feelings and motives prove to be related to the category of help and care recipients: feelings of moral obligation are predominant if family help is concerned, and help to friends is often accompanied by feelings of affection, regardless of gender (Komter and Vollebergh, 1997).
	In general it can be concluded that the nature of contemporary caring relations between generations depend on a subtle balance between reciprocity, affection and obligation.

Selectivity of family solidarity
The aim of a Dutch research project on gift giving (Komter and Schuyt, 1993) was to chart the extent and patterns of gift giving in the Netherlands and gain insight into the motives and feelings surrounding the exchange of gifts. The gifts studied included nonmaterial ones such as care and help and material ones such as presents and money.  In a secondary analysis of the research data (Komter and Vollebergh, 2002), the focus  was on care as one of the most clear-cut indications of solidarity towards other people. In particular, we investigated the relative importance of familial solidarity and solidarity towards friends. We analysed which categories of respondents received the most care or help. We distinguished several kinds of help or care: incidental help for example with or with odd jobs around the house, help related to daily activities like shopping or gardening or transporting children, emotional support such as sympathy or consolation, and other kinds of support. Table 3 shows that the largest amount of  help is given to relatives, then to friends and lastly to parents and children. Note that parents are probably in a numerical minority since a person can not have more than four parents and parents-in-law, whereas the number of other relatives and friends can be much greater. Table 3 also indicates that help and care given to other relatives can be any kind of help, with a somewhat stronger emphasis on incidental help or care. The same applies to friends. Psychological help is mostly given to relatives and friends. The percentage given to parents is far smaller and appears insignificant where children are concerned: this kind of help is presumably considered so obvious that respondents do not even mention it. The same probably applies to help given to one’s partner, since it is regarded as so natural that it does not even enter the minds of the respondents. For this reason, help or care given to the partner has been omitted from our analysis. This deletion colours our results to some extent, since mentioning help or care automatically entails some connotation of obligation. In cases where help is  natural and automatic, the sense of obligation disappears and is no longer perceived.
	Nevertheless, it can be concluded that parents and other relatives receive more than twice as much help as friends do.

Table 3. Various kinds of help given to various recipients (in number of times help was given and in percentages of total amount of help given to this category).
	Different kinds of help
Recipients	Incidental:moving, small jobs in the homeN    %	Daily help:transport, gardening, shopping​​​​N    %	Relational:support, comforting, talkN    %	Taking care of chil​drenN  %	OtherN    %	Total amountN    
Parents and parents-in-law	29 (24.8)	64 (54.7)	10 (8.6)	2 (1.7)	12 (10)	117
Children	20 (54)	5 (13.5)	-	10 (27)	2 (5)	37
Extended family	54 (32.7)	34 (20.6)	23 (13.9)	39 (23.6)	15 (9.1)	165 
Friends	53 (37)	21 (14.7)	29 (20.3)	27 (18.9)	13 (9.1)	143
Total amount	156 (33.8)	124 (26.8) 	62  (13.4) 	78 (16.9) 	42 (9,1) 	462 
Source: Komter and Vollebergh (2002)

Another finding is that people without children give significantly more help and care than people with children, particularly to their relatives and friends (Komter and Vollebergh, 2002). Two conclusions can be drawn from the results. First, parents and other relatives are overwhelmingly favoured over friends when giving care or help. Second, people with children are less supportive towards their friends and relatives than people without children. Both findings might be interpreted as manifestations of what Salomon (1992) calls philanthropic particularism, an inherent tendency of voluntary initiatives to favour the people one identifies with most. Our study demonstrates that solidarity in the form of care or help has the same selective aspect: members of the primary and extended family receive more care and help than friends. People who have no family relationships are clearly at a disadvantage with respect to day-to-day solidarity in the form of care and help.


The paradox of family solidarity: solidity and ambivalence

Beliefs about extra-familial, state-based intergenerational solidarity generally refer to  a high level of solidarity. In the Netherlands as well as many other European countries there is a high consensus about the desirability of working people making a financial contribution, through taxes or otherwise, to a decent standard of living for the elderly.  The Dutch grant a major role to the state when it comes to providing for the elderly who need care or help. Most Dutch people think the state is primarily responsible for the care of the aged and children only come second. In day-to-day reality though,  concrete care given to family members is still substantially provided by children. The Netherlands is no exception to the general European level of informal care provided to older generations by adult children, particularly women. Despite fears to the contrary, actual family solidarity is still very solid.
	Although family care is still provided on a large scale, the motives underlying the care given to elderly parents and parents-in-law are based more on an inner sense of obligation – a kind of  ‘prescribed altruism’ – than on feelings of affection and identification. Recipients may experience the care they receive as problematic. Their psychological well-being is not always served best when their own children are the caregivers. Their care and help can be felt as a form of control and the diminished reciprocity when the recipient is older can cause feelings of dependency. Reversely, caregivers frequently experience the care as a heavy burden in terms of time and resources.
The concept of family solidarity seems to automatically direct our attention to positive feelings of connectedness and altruistic acts of helping, but we should bear in mind that family ties are fundamentally different from other social ties in that they are given, not chosen. Family solidarity cannot be isolated from the more negative aspects of care given to relatives or from the deeply ambivalent nature of family ties in general. Though bonds between family members can still be solid in terms of the amounts of care and help that continue to be exchanged, family ties may be troubled or conflictive, and can be experienced as a burden. 
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